
Heron~ Burchette, Ruckert & Rothwell
Suite 700
1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, N.V.
P.O. Box 96670
Washington. D.C. 20090

Attention: Grier C. Kaelin

Dear .tr. belin:
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DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL

Tbis rospond. to your letter of July 19. 1989. in which you request
authority for the A. C. Nielsen Coapany and participating television
broadcasters to ule line 22 of the ac tiva portion of the television video
signal for the purpose of traumitting encoded advertising and/or program
identification 8igna1l, a .ystem described 4$ "AMOL." You argue that this
reque.t is con.i.etent with those previouslY1Ude on behalf of ToleScan. Inc.
and VidCode. Inc., wbich received the CoamiB.don#s approval.

-
As tbe recorda and attaebmente to your letter sbow. VidCode indicated

that it would be usLng tbe TeleScan system and that it vas acquiring all
right. to the TeleSean 'yltem. Thus, the permission granted to VidCode Wail
based on the previous authority granted to TeleScan. The record further
dem.onstrate. that the Ccmmisaion approved TeleScan"s SYltem reque.t after
publie notice and comment, and after detenainin& that the traDBmlssion of its
proposed data qualified a. a "epecial .ignal." 'rhus, the authority to use the
Tel.Scan system on line 22 by licensees in the television services was general
in nature.

While you state that the lIielsea"8 AHOi. .y.tea allo qualifies as a
"special ,igDal" and is fully compatible with the technical standards for
television service. you failed to lubmit any detailed 4eseription. technical
.pecifications, or other data tut would aasure us tbat the system will not
perceptibly degrade tho televi.lioa service currently afforded viewers. In
order to be able to accurately aS8eas the mterference potential of Bielaen".
AMOL .ystem, we must require submission of a detailed description of the
proposed signal. a8 well as the results of any laboratory or field testing
that may have been performed in connection with its development.

Sincerely.

»radley P. Holmes
Cllief. Policy fa Rulee Divilion
Mass Media Bureau

\~~:~~LY:7,::~~:RD/'Pb
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July 19, 1989

via: HAND DELIVERY

Mr. Alex D. Felker
Chief, Mass Media Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
Room 314
1919 M Street, N.W.

'~ Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Mr. Felker:

By this letter, and pursuant to my recent discussion
with Commission staff, A.C. Nielsen Company ("Nielsen") hereby
requests the Commission to grant it, and broadcast licensees
who use A.C. Nielsen's services, permissive authority to use
line 22 of the "active portion" of the television video signal
for the purpose of transmitting encoded advertising and/or
program identification signals.

On July 18, 1985, the Commission granted TeleScan,
Inc. ("TeleScan""), and television broadcast licensees using the
TeleScan service, authority to transmit encoded advertiser
identification signals on line 22 of the active video signal.
A copy of the Commission's authorization to TeleScan is
attached hereto as Exhibit A. The Commission found that the
proposed TeleScan transmissions qualified as "special signals"
(signals related to broadcast operation but not intended for
public use), and that the TeleScan system met the Commission's
special signal transmission authority criteria. The Commission
also found that the TeleScan system was compatible with the
technical standards for television service and that the
TeleScan transmission would not result in an unacceptable
degradation of, or interference with, television service to the
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public. The Commission therefore granted TeleScan permissive
authority to use line 22 subject to two conditions: first,
television licensees were required to retain ultimate control
over their transmissions and would not be required to transmit
the TeleScan signals; and second, the TeleScan signals must not
produce degradation of the television service received by
viewers.

On October 27, 1988, the Commission similarly granted
VidCode, Inc. ( l VidCode") permissive authority to use the same
technology to transmit via local broadcast stations encoded
advertiser identification signals on line 22 of the active
television video signal, sUbject to the two conditions set
forth in the July 18, 1985 letter to TeleScan. Indeed, the
Commission granted the authority to use line 22 to "any
licensee [who employs) a system having the same technical
characteristics as the TeleScan system so long as the

-~ conditions set forth in [the July 18, 1985] letter [to
Telescan] are satisfied." A copy of the Com.rnission's
authorization to VidCode is attached hereto as Exhibit B.

Nielsen herein similarly proposes to use with
television licensees line 22 of the active video signal to
broadcast encoded transmission identification and verification
signals pursuant to Nielsen's "AMOL" system. Nielsen's AMOL
system is fully compatible with the technical standards for
television service, and will not produce unacceptable
interference with, or degradation of, television service
received by viewers. Moreover, the television licensees will
retain ultimate control over their transmissions and are not
required to transmit the AMOL signals outside of their
contractual agreements with Nielsen and programmers.

Based on the foregoing, and notwithstanding the
apparent general authority the Commission granted in the
October 27, 1988 letter to VidCode, Nielsen hereby respectfully
requests that the Commission grant Nielsen and television
licenses using the AMOL system permissive authority to use line
22 of the television active video signal to transmit encoded
advertisement and/or program identification signals.
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Due to the nature of Nielsen's business, it is
imperative that it receive as soon as possible the permissive
authority requested herein. Thus, your immediate attention to
this matter would be greatly appreciated. Any questions
regarding this matter may be referred to the undersigned.
Technical questions regarding Nielsen's k~OL system may be
referred to David Kiewit of A.C. Nielsen Media Research at
(813) 734-5473.

. .""lJ1Y

,

'Gr~~~ '-

Counsel for A.C. Nielsen Company

Enclosures

cc: Roy J. Stewart, Chief,
Video Services Division

Stephen Sewell, Esq.
Video Services Division

Gordon Godfrey, Esq.
Television Branch
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Mr. Burton Gr~cnber8

TeleScan, Inc.
36 East 12th Street
New York, New York 10003

~ar ;·lr. Grt:'enb: rg:

This responds to the request submitted hy TeleScan, Inc., Oil :'I~y 7, 11),i), fIJr
FCC approval of ~ sY5tem to encode advertiser identi (icrltion ~i::n;\ls un ] i Ill.:

22 of the television active video signal.

As described by TclcScan, this system would he u!;cd to provi.de' inrlCI'~nllC'llt

verification of broadcasts of advertisinG messa~es. In operation, d~tn

signals carrying an advertiser's 1SCI identification number would be encoded
on commercials ~roadcast hy a television sta~_ion. The television st~tion's

si~nal would be monitored by equipment capable of decoding the dnt~ and
record1n0 it: Dlon~ with the date, ti.me of day, length of co~n~r~ial, ~nrl

presence of audio and video. Tele5cnn then ,""ould IIS~ th~ rcc:ol".(cd information
to provide various rcpor~s for its advertiser clients.

TeleSctlr. indicates that it would prefer to transmit its siJ;n.,l~

he vcrtical blankinG interval (V~I), but it has met reslst~nr~

-casters who are reserving this rCi>ource for their O\.tn pllrpo!'c".
therefore, desires to test Bnd possibly implement the TcleSc~n

line 22 •
.."..

on line ;::) of
iru':! bro'lr\
It.

~ystc~.1 on

The H&lsS :-Ieliia Bureau requested coml'llcnts on the TeleSCnn reCJ\I~st i.n a Pllhlic
Notice rele3sed June 10, 1985. Comments were submitted by parties
representing brondc&l5ti.n~ and advertisin~ interests. The co~~clltin~ ~~rti~~

representing broadcasting interests express some COllt:crll~ <llId rt?~l!n';ltions

with respect to use of the TeleScan system, but in eeneral rtre not oppo~eJ to
its authorization. In particular, bro.:irlcasters argue that the)' ~hollld be
informed of the presence of TeleScCln s13na15 nnd that the \11ti~ate cOl'\ttol and
authority with respect to transmission of these s1.r.nn1s shoul·.! rcst ,-,ith tl\l'
individual tclevision station licensees. Rro<ldc3sters 1\150 are conccrn~c! th.,t
the TcleScan system is relatively untested and might calise i.nt~rf~r<::lcc or
de~racfation to picture Clu~li ty on Some receivers, p~rticlll;Hl)' ne'" 11111 [S th;lt
they claim do not employ oversCDnning. The CH~ .1nd ABC television nct"'or::s
oppose authorization of the TeleScan syl:iter.l. 'I11ey sub:nit that thl.! J'r~~I!:H:C': nf
data siGnals on line 22 will cause unacceptahle interference to rh·t~lrC'
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quality and that th~ l\w:>n1todng of c:ommcrlcal announcements C:1IJ1\ h-: pcrf">r"u,:u
by other mc"ns thnt wi.l1 not {llIp:lir the vi"",\) )ol~rv{rl~. C:flml'l"'l\th))~ !';Irt i,.s
representing advertising interests support r.he I'uthori.%atloI1 :a:"'~ USc or ..
system f IH C lee t ronica 11y ",onHorin:; hro;\c1c n~ts of cUnllTlcrd n1 ::lI.:S~:l:':CS.

Upon exal:linction of 'l'eleScan'a; request, we ~lieve that th~ "~lcSc.,n rht;,
quali.fies as a "special s1gnal," that 1.". D sienal r~Lltcd to bro.h!L:ast
operation, but not int~nded for public use. The Comrr,ission sct forth its
policy concerning spec131 signals in n J'ubHc Notice clC\t(!l! "pri 1 ;:11, IY7r).
See, 22 fCC 2d 779 (1970). The COl!lrniss10n re::co!;ni?cu the bel1dit~ of SUC!l

.' signals and noted that they contribute to efficient bro:\r1cast op~ratilJn,

Ho....ever. the Commission ....as also concerned that the usc of specii'll "i;.n"'l"
could cause Son,e de.~radat1on of the hro:ldC:lst rr03rilm ~t::ni\l. Th,,~n'fnrC'.

under the .1l1ti1ority of Section 303(c) of the COlnmllllh~:ltil)ll"; :\.'l, ...hi,'" ,ii rt'rol,.;

the CortlI:-.ission to regulate the "kind of app<lratus to h~ used ~ith rcsrect to
- ••• the purity and sharpness of ~mis~lons from st~tion5 •••• oo thc

.;oD'lmission held- that such signals cannot be employed .... i thollt its sped fi.c
-authorization. The Comrossion also ,;pecified that such perr.ds~ion "'-ill l.>t:

granted only wh~re it is infeasihle to transmit the s1~n.,ls by rnCClns 1o'l)1.Cl)

have no detrimental effect on the hroadci\st service.

We find that the TeleScan system meets the standards estAblished for s~ccl~l

aignals. TeleScan data, while not intended for usc hy the vie,"'ing pul:llic, is
clearly related to the pro~ram material within which it is tr.:ln1'initted Clnd to
the operation of a television station's primary pro~ra~ service. TIle
verification of broadcast of advertis1ne mes..sases is An clement of the
business side of broadcasttng and Is, therefore, a part of broc,k;.\,.;t
operation. In this regard, ....e find the Tele5can s)'.'item the St!rr,c 3:> uth~r

special signals such as ~he cue and control tones used in pro~ra~

present.:ltion. In addition, thl! ndture :lnd put"l)o:r;~ of the 1I\f,lrln:ltiI1ll tt' Ill'
encoJed requires that it be transmitteti as an i.nte~rri'\l flt\rt of i.ts i\.;s~ci"tl:d

proGram material. Thus. we believe it would not be pr,llctic:ll t,) tr.:lI1~-:'Iit

__ Tei-eScan comnercial verification d:lta separately fron the! televi.si.on si::nnl
carrying the prosram being monitored.

Our evaluation of the technical de~cription of the TeleScan ~yst~m in~ic"t~s

that the method used to encode the data and the presence of th~s(: ~i.::ll:lls 011

line 22 generally would not cause noticeable or objectionable 1ntt!rf\!r~rll:~ "I'

degradation to a station's video program service. It appears that use of th~

TeleScan syste~ would not require changes to any c:omponent uf a station's
progratl presentation or transmitter equipment. We also fino this syste':l to he
cOr:1patible wi th the technical standard~ for the tcl~vtslon ,;crvh'~ 5:1('11 til.,t
its usc would not necessitate modifiCAtions to our t~lcv1s1oll tcchn1c:.,1 rllll'.;.

On the bAsis of the abovc. we bcli.~ve that the l'clc::-)c.,n ~)'st~tn i~ ~oll:dsll:llt

with our polic)' concerning use of special signals. Moreover, 1.t apllI.!·HS tint
the usc of this system for commerctul vedfi.cAtion woul~1 pro\'L!t';l 11l1f:iPt.'r ",f
benefits and efficiencies for the indu5try. We, therefore, h~ve decidc~ t'"
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authorize transmis~10n of Tele5cnn dgnals on line 22 of the tell!vlsion
picture for the purpose of veriflc~tinn nf hrondcn~t~ of co~mercf~l

announcements. lo.'c ",illOlI tu ernph.Jsl7.c tilllt thlti is 8 p~n:litil\lvc .1lIL1ll1rlty
only. Television 11cen!\l!es retdn ultimate control over their trC\l\s:'Ilssiuns
and are not required to transm.it TeleScan signals. It vould thcrdorc be
permissible for a broadcaster to blank the TeleScan dAta line or re~lAce it
with reconstructeri video. Consequently, we would expect that the hro~,1c.:tst~r

would be notified of the presence of advertiser verification si~n31~ o~ line
22 in cotnlllercial announcements. The authority to tran!';m!t Tel~SCAn ti\o:;n::its on
line 22 also remains subject to the condition that the si~n3ls not prociuc~

unacceptable desradation of the television ~crvice received hy vi~~ers.

Accordingly, pursuant to Section 303(c) of the Communications Act, ~\Ithority

15 CRANTE:l) tor gcn~rAl use of the Tclc~Ciln system on lint.! 21 by lic\!l\scc:o; in
the television services. This authority 1s limited to use of the TelcSc<ln
"ystem for purposes. of verification as discussed herein. tlo other broa~c:~."t

ses of the Tel~Scan system are permitted without the c~press con~ent ot th~

Commission. Authority for this actton is provided under S~ction O.2S3 of the
Com~ission's rules.

_.
-..- .

Sincerely,

"'''1 {?-,I-I~-'- w.~~u. pte '

Ja es C. McKinney
. Chief, Mass ~ledia Bureau

•



tIr. Itevin McMahon
D8Vi._ Hoxio. Faithful1 and
45 Rockefeller Plaza
New York. Ne'J York 10011

Dear Mr. )lcHahon:
" .

Qel 2 D\968

MAIL BRANCH

OCT 2 7f.m
5ign£'d by
mailed by

l \~, O..Y.Jt)

':.:>\U. ""t' ,,~""'"-l
.',

_ ,.' RECEIVED BY

OCT ~6 S8S
NAtl BRAfK:H

This is in reaponSB to your letters of August 23. and Septeober 14. 1988.
resardins the general UGe of the "TeleScan ~stemft to accode advertiser
identification signals on line 22 of the te1evision.ctive video signal by
~elevision station licensees. Specifically. you req~est that the Commission
confirJ:l th.3t the authoruatioD it granted for usc of the "TeleScan ~5tB:lu by
TeleScan, Inc •• (letter dated July 18, 1985) applies to the provision of such
services by VidCode, Inc •• a6 well. You Dote that VidCode is Ii new company
that is unrelated to TeleScan and will have different ovnership. You also
.tate that VidCode expects to acquire the patents and patent applications
for the "TeleScan system" from their current OYners.

you knoy. on May 7. 1985. TeleScan requested that the ~ission approve a
-1steo to encode adverti£er identification signals on line 22 of the
television active video signal. The Comoission approved T~leScen's request. ~ ,
dete~ininb' first. that the transciscioD of Quch data qualified as a "special cnro J ·
signal." (i.e •• a signal that is relat~ to broadcast operation. but not
intendeu for public use). and. second. that the authority granted vas "for
general use of Sh_e_~eleScan SYJit.e:::-.()n-H,De~yTiceoseesin the n1-ev~
serv~ces. e authority granted in the July 18. 1985. letter a1l~s any ~

television lie ensee to el:lplo)' a systeo having the 68.!Je technical . __->
characteristics as the Telescan system so loo3-ac the conditions_.J;&t---rort:"h in
that letter are satisfie~'rhe-redera~-lCommunicstionsCo~issi~D expresses no
POD1 1 'th re~~o the legality under applicable l~'B relating to
intellectua2 property righ~? of the une of the TeleScao cyst~ by VidCoda or
any other party. Moreover. we wish to emphasize that this is 8 percissive
authority only. Television licensees retain ultimate control over their
tr~nSwis6ions and are not required to transmit VidCode signals •

:

. .sine erely.
i . : :• . r,..

.'

.. _'Pl'._"~_

Ale."t D. Felker
Chief. Has .. Hedia Bureau

PBIU:llenthal: jy:pab: l.:.rc1:;-t,~

Typed: 10/24/00


